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the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT).

Our commitment to free and fair
trade goes beyond NAFTA and the
GATT. Last December’s Summit of the
Americas set the stage for open mar-
kets throughout the Western Hemi-
sphere. The Asia-Pacific Economic Co-
operation (APEC) group is working to
expand investment and sales opportu-
nities in the Far East. We firmly be-
lieve that economic expansion and a
rising standard of living will result in
both regions, and the United States is
well positioned both economically and
geographically to participate in those
benefits.

This Administration has also worked
to promote American products and
services to overseas customers. When
foreign government contracts have
been at stake, we have made sure that
our exporters had an equal chance. Bil-
lions of dollars in new export sales
have been the result, from Latin Amer-
ica to Asia. And these sales have cre-
ated and safeguarded tens of thousands
of American jobs.

HEALTH CARE AND WELFARE REFORM: THE
UNFINISHED AGENDA

In this era of rapid change, Ameri-
cans must be able to embrace new eco-
nomic opportunities without sacrific-
ing their personal economic security.
My Administration remains committed
to providing health insurance coverage
for every American and containing
health care costs for families, busi-
nesses, and governments. The Congress
can and should take the first steps to-
ward achieving these goals. I have
asked the Congress to work with me to
reform the health insurance market, to
make coverage affordable for and avail-
able to children, to help workers who
lose their jobs keep their health insur-
ance, to level the playing field for the
self-employed by giving them the same
tax treatment as other businesses, and
to help families provide long-term care
for a sick parent or a disabled child. We
simply must make health care cov-
erage more secure and more affordable
for America’s working families and
their children.

This should also be the year that we
work together to end welfare as we
know it. We have already helped to
boost the earning power of 15 million
low-income families who work by ex-
panding the earned income tax credit.
With a more robust economy, many
more American families should also be
able to escape dependence on welfare.
Indeed, we want to make sure that peo-
ple can move from welfare to work by
giving them the tools they need to re-
turn to the economic mainstream. Re-
form must include steps to prevent the
conditions that lead to welfare depend-
ency, such as teen pregnancy and poor
education, while also helping low-in-
come parents find jobs with wages high
enough to lift their families out of pov-
erty. At the same time, we must ensure
that welfare reform does not increase
the Federal deficit, and that the States
retain the flexibility they need to ex-
periment with innovative programs

that aim to increase self-sufficiency.
But we must also ensure that our re-
form does not punish people for being
poor and does not punish children for
the mistakes of their parents.

REINVENTING GOVERNMENT

Taking power away from Federal bu-
reaucracies and giving it back to com-
munities and individuals is something
everyone should be able to support. We
need to get government closer to the
people it is meant to serve. But as we
continue to reinvent the Federal Gov-
ernment by cutting regulations and de-
partments, and moving programs to
the States and communities where citi-
zens in the private sector can do a bet-
ter job, let us not overlook the benefits
that have come from national action in
the national interest; safer foods for
our families, safer toys for our chil-
dren, safer nursing homes for our elder-
ly parents, safer cars and highways,
and safer workplaces, cleaner air and
cleaner water. We can provide more
flexibility to the States while continu-
ing to protect the national interest and
to give relief where it is needed.

The New Covenant approach to gov-
erning unites us behind a common vi-
sion of what is best for our country. It
seeks to shift resources and decision-
making from bureaucrats to citizens,
injecting choice and competition and
individual responsibility into national
policy. In the second round of
reinventing government, we propose to
cut $130 billion in spending by stream-
lining departments, extending our
freeze on domestic spending, cutting 60
public housing programs down to 3, and
getting rid of over 100 programs we do
not need. Our job here is to expand op-
portunity, but bureaucracy—to em-
power people to make the most of their
own lives. Government should be lean-
er, not meaner.

THE ECONOMIC OUTLOOK

As 1995 begins, our economy is in
many ways as strong as it has ever
been. Growth in 1994 was robust, pow-
ered by strong investment spending,
and the unemployment rate fell by
more than a full percentage point. Ex-
ports soared, consumer confidence re-
bounded, and Federal discretionary
spending as a percentage of gross do-
mestic product hit a 30-year low.
Consumer spending should remain
healthy and investment spending will
remain strong through 1995. The Ad-
ministration forecasts that the econ-
omy will continue to grow in 1995 and
that we will remain on track to create
8 million jobs over 4 years.

We know, nevertheless, that there is
a lot more to be done. More than half
the adult work force in America is
working harder today for lower wages
than they were making 10 years ago.
Millions of Americans worry about
their health insurance and whether
their retirement is still secure. While
maintaining our momentum toward
deficit reduction, increased exports, es-
sential public investments, and a gov-
ernment that works better and costs
less, we are committed to providing tax

relief for the middle-class Americans
who need it the most, for the invest-
ments they most need to make.

We live in an increasingly global
economy in which people, products,
ideas, and money travel across na-
tional borders at lightning speed. Dur-
ing the last 2 years, we have worked
hard to help our workers take advan-
tage of this new economy. We have
worked to put our own economic house
in order, to expand opportunities for
education and training, and to expand
the frontiers of free and fair trade. Our
goal is to create an economy in which
all Americans have a chance to develop
their talents, have access to better jobs
and higher incomes, and have the ca-
pacity to build the kind of life for
themselves and their children that is
the heart of the American dream.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE JOINT
RESOLUTION 2

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
withdrawn as a cosponsor of House
Joint Resolution No. 2.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BONILLA). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

REPUBLICAN CRIME BILL GOOD
FOR AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, the Contract With America crime
bill was introduced as H.R. No. 3, the
Taking Back Our Streets Act. The bill
strikes at the heart of the violent
crime problem by fixing countless
problems with the Clinton crime bill
and fixing larger problems with the
criminal justice system.

The Clinton crime bill addressed the
crime problem through more question-
able social spending and sleight-of-
hand changes in the criminal justice
system. The Taking Back Our Streets
Act, however, sends a tough warning to
would-be criminals, do the crime, serve
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the time. To facilitate the consider-
ation of the crime bills on the House
floor, H.R. 3 was divided into six bills:
The Victim Restitution Act, which was
passed; the Exclusionary Rule Reform
Act, which was passed; the Violent
Criminal Incarceration Act, which was
passed; the Criminal Alien Deportation
Act, which was passed; and the Effec-
tive Death Penalty Act.

Now before the Congress is the Local
Government Law Enforcement Block
Grant. Today we continue to solidify
the Republican approach to battling
crime by considering that H.R. 728
measure, which is designed to place
control of Federal anticrime dollars
where it belongs, in the hands of the
local law enforcement officials who are
at the front line in the battle against
crime, to decide for themselves where
the funds should go for local programs.

H.R. 728 replaces major portions of
the President’s crime package which
passed last year. While the Clinton bill
set up categorical grants with no local
flexibility, this new legislation solves
that problem by establishing block
grants to help units of local govern-
ment improve public safety.

Use of funds under H.R. 728 can in-
clude the hiring of police officers,
training and equipping law enforce-
ment officers and support personnel. It
can also be used to enhance local
school security or establish crime pre-
vention programs which directly in-
volve law enforcement personnel such
as community policing, town watch,
drug courts, special programs to stop
crimes against senior citizens, or pre-
vention programs to stop abductions
and exploitation of our children. This
new bill does not affect in any way the
police funding already established in
the 1994 crime bill.

The bill authorizes $10 billion for law
enforcement block grants over 5 years
with $2 billion to be distributed each
year from 1996 through the year 2000.
Most importantly, this bill allows lo-
calities greater flexibility responding
to their own crime problems. Our own
Chief William Kelly of Montgomery
County, PA, has had programs insti-
tuted with community policing, which
are really the outstanding ones of
Pennsylvania and the country, I be-
lieve. District Attorney Mike Marino’s
outstanding community program with
DUI offenders that pick up the litter
all across the county have been the
model for Pennsylvania. While crime
statistics show that crime has been on
the upswing, we know that we can with
this bill make a real difference.

The overwhelming incidence of crime
occurs within State-level jurisdictions,
so these authorities bear the primary
responsibility for combating this
mounting crisis. However, the Federal
Government cannot abrogate its re-
sponsibility. Through the Contract
With America, Republicans recognize
that the best thing we can do is to
allow the local authorities, through
block grants, the opportunity and
flexibility to fight crime in the manner

best for each community by providing
them with those block grants.

The Clinton approach to battling
crime was very different. After nearly
a year of congressional hearings, mark-
ups, and floor votes, a delayed recess
and weekend votes, the best the pre-
vious Congress could do was come up
with expensive, Great-Society-type
programs. In this new bill before the
House it repeals many of the social ex-
periments and replaces them with solid
funding which can be used by the local
authorities in the manner they think
best to fit their needs. This represents
a commonsense approach to battling
crime on this Nation’s streets.

Finally, Congress is listening to the
experts in law enforcement and have
given them the tools they need to fight
crime at home.

Back in my home district of Mont-
gomery County, PA, I have an
anticrime advisory board which advises
me on the best ways to battle crime lo-
cally. They have counseled me on how
the Federal Government can assist
them in their efforts without bank-
rupting this country. When they spoke,
I listened, because they are the ones
who are putting their lives on the line
every day. They are the ones that see
the damage that crime can cause.

I applaud this new effort on crime as
we set forth in our Contract With
America. We may face criticism from
those who are naysayers, who would
rather keep this massive bureaucracy
in Washington, which has actually hin-
dered some of our anticrime efforts.
But as long as I represent the people of
Montgomery County, I will take my di-
rections from them, not from the bu-
reaucrats in Washington.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. OWENS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

DEBATE TIME ON NATIONAL
SECURITY REVITALIZATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I take this 5-minutes special
order this evening to partly respond to
some of the rhetoric that we heard on
the House floor earlier, primarily com-
ing from the minority side, on the allo-
cation of 10 hours of debate on the Na-
tional Security Revitalization Act
which we will have on the House floor
Wednesday and Thursday of this week.
While I am not going to get into all the
details and implications of that piece
of legislation, I do want to respond to
several of the issues that were raised
here tonight by the leadership of the
minority side.
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Mr. Speaker, we heard it said that
when President Bush was in office we
had extensive debate before our troops
were asked to go into Desert Storm,
and that, in fact, is correct, because it
was asked for by President Bush and
this Congress responded.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues on
the other side, where was that same de-
bate when all of us jointly asked for a
debate on sending our troops into
Haiti. We had known we were going to
go into Haiti for months at a time.
Many of us had asked for a full and
open debate of that issue where our
troops were being put in harm’s way.
We were not given 10 minutes of de-
bates on this House floor prior to send-
ing our troops into Haiti.

As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker,
where was the debate on this House
floor that now sees American tax dol-
lars being used to pay the salaries, the
benefits, the housing costs, and the
travel for about 2,000 troops from Third
World nations that are currently pro-
viding protection inside of Haiti?
Where was the debate so the American
people could vote on that issue before
that action took place? Where was the
debate on Bosnia, so we could fully de-
bate the President’s policy? We never
had any debate on Bosnia prior to Pres-
idential action.

Mr. Speaker, I say with a great deal
of concern, where was the debate in
this House on the President’s decision
to go in and bail out Mexico? He want-
ed to do it to the tune of $40 billion but
could get no support. Then unilaterally
he sent a $20 billion loan guaranty.
Where was 10 minutes of debate on this
House floor before the action?

Mr. Speaker, where was the debate in
this House, on this House floor, prior to
President Clinton or even after Presi-
dent Clinton changing our policy in
terms of national ballistic missile de-
fense? Prior to President Clinton tak-
ing office, we had an aggressive pro-
gram that was also attempting to pro-
tect the American people as well as our
troops. When the President took office,
he unilaterally, without any debate on
this House floor, changed that policy.

Mr. Speaker, we are giving ample op-
portunity for debate. We want biparti-
san support. As the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Research and Tech-
nology of the Committee on National
Security, I reached out to my col-
leagues on the other side. We forged a
bipartisan national security bill. This
bill, when it was reported out of com-
mittee, passed by a vote of 41 to 13.
Eleven of our colleagues on the minor-
ity side supported that piece of legisla-
tion.

In the committee, Mr. Speaker, many
of us acknowledged that there were
key Democrats who were at the fore-
front of the defense debate, both in the
past, today, and in the future. So that
bill, when it came out of committee,
had strong bipartisan support, and, in
fact, 11 Democrats voted with us.
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